The article also raises the question of the ontological status of the "level" category. The author comes to the conclusion that the "level" belongs to two languages of the object description: the subject language and the meta-language, the fact being not always taken into account when it comes to creation of generalizing concepts that reflect the specificity of social determinism, the specificity of the "part-whole" relationship in the system, including consciousness, goal-setting, and creativity. The author states that the methodological pluralism is a reflection of an antinomic nature of the "individual-social" ("I-S") 
The problematic character of the nomological synthesis is conceptualized in the "individual-social" opposition. From the position of methodological optimism, this synthesis is principally achieved through intelligent work that involves the language of systemic analysis, synergetics, etc. It was dialectical logic that was applied to solve the philosophical conflicts of this kind.
There have been attempts to use the complementarity principle for this purpose. On the one hand, this principle is applied for the analysis of a physical reality. On the other hand, it does not eliminate the antinomy in microand macrocosm description. There was no such meaningful scanning for the application of this principle with regards to I-S, but the antinomy was preserved. There has been an active development of discourse analysis methods applied to the analysis of social practices in the course of the last decades (Ticher, 2009; Jorgensen, Phillips, 2008; Leontovich, 2011) . The multiplicity of approaches and methods is felt by some authors as a kind of some intellectual challenge, a need to adhere to the key principle of a comprehensive analysis. A comprehensive analysis "requires that one weighs the approaches up against each other with respect to philosophical premises, theoretical claims, methodology and method, identifying what kind of contingent knowledge each approach can supply..." (Jorgensen, Phillips, 2008, p. 252) .
Overall, the situation with the methodology of social analytics is quite confusing, which makes it necessary to continue research in this area.
This article is an attempt to define some essential terms of an integrative process and its fundamental limitations.
In the methodological aspect, it will clarify the conditions of identity and differences in the psychological and the sociological levels of social analytics. That gives an opportunity to deepen the understanding of individual meanings of social activity, on the one hand, and social effects of individual actions, on the other hand.
The logical and methodological analysis of I-S
More than a century-long experience of discussion of the I-S relation suggests that the opposition is an antinomic pair (Zdravomyslov, 2012) . Therefore, the productive discourse, in our view, should be not so much about the conditions of synthesis, but about its limits and heuristic possibilities.
It is worth while considering some features of the I-S opposition. In our opinion, one of the most problematic options of the approach to the analysis of this opposition is its representation by the "level" concept. The complexity of this concept lies in the uncertainty of the ontological status of its object that leads to the possibility of the concept hypostasis.
Ontologization of the "level" is based on the integrity argument. It is argued that the system object has inherent properties that other elements lack. However, this obvious fact can be given a different interpretation: the emergence of new properties eliminates the so-called level of elements depriving it of its independent existence. Here it is important to keep in mind that similar description is applicable to simple systems only.
Advocates of holistic conceptions of irreducibility of the properties of the whole to the properties of its parts give an old example about the properties of water and the properties of its elements (Kravchenko, 2013, p. 208) . But they do not notice that this kind of analogy is equivalent to the reduction of complexity, since the principles of the arrangement of systems of different degree of organization are considered identical. In theoretical terms the issue of nature of system qualities can be solved as the determination of the mechanism of the assembly processes (Moiseev, 1990, p. 54) .
The properties of oxygen and hydrogen in water molecules are "tied", they do not show up as such. We can say that there is no "element level" in this system. Can the same be said about the public system? Apparently, another peculiarity manifests itself here, the peculiarity being the autonomy of the elements, diversity of the process of adjusting the elements' properties to the structure, tangle of "horizontal" and "vertical" relations into contours, etc.
The presence of levels as ontological entities can be attributed to the system in which both the system properties and the properties of its elements are revealed. And all these arguments about the meaning of the "level" concept are mainly reduced to the problem of system qualities generation, causality loci identification.
According to Iu.V. Sachkov, "the processes at each level have a relative independence, the causality issues are originally solved at each of them" (Sachkov, 2006, p. 34) .
K. Popper argues that "social phenomena, including collectives, should be analyzed in terms that refer to individuals, their actions and relations between them" (Popper, 2004, p. 565) . According to him, the social system is not an empirical object but a theoretical construct (Ibid., p. 564). Therefore, the "level" is an idealization but not a real object. This decision, in our opinion, does not reflect all possible states of social existence.
In a sense, the society acts as an empirical object. It should be recognized that the "level" is a concept with an underspecified content. This semantic ambiguity is not always explicit, which leads to confusion and unnecessary debates. The "level" is a concept belonging to two "worlds" -the language of the object and the meta-language.
Society as a system has the levels when considered in relation to the institutions, hierarchy of statuses, and the subjects of decision-making, accordingly.
As a term in the system of meta-language the "level" implies the depth of penetration into the object's structure, the transition from empirical to theoretical cognition (Bazhenov, 2006, p. 68 ).
Thus, this concept implicitly contains duality.
Therefore, to talk about the individual and the social as levels is to register this duality without clarifying its nature. In fact, the term "level" is the expression of 'the individual and the social' antinomy and identification of the boundaries of the nomological synthesis.
It seems no logical-methodological explication of the "I-S" pair can lay claim to completeness and finality of conclusions. In our opinion, it is K. Popper's productive idea that philosophical conceptions should be discussed in their projections on the middle logical level. "A theory is comprehensible and reasonable only in its relation to a given problem situation, and it can be rationally discussed only by discussing this relation" (Popper, 2004, p. 332 It should be emphasized once again that the peculiarity of the social system is that its elements -individuals -have autonomy of properties and relations. The presence of systemic qualities is characteristic of simple objects. Simple systems are such systems due to the fact that they can be described one way, with the language of the properties of the same level, whereas many of the essential features of society can be expressed in terms of human nature or specificity of human psychology.
Conclusions
The above analysis results in the following generalizations:
-the state of the methodological discourse 
